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INSPECTION REPORT

June 26 ,  l99 l

Genwal Coa'l Company
P.0 .  Box  1201
Huntington, UT 84527

Crandal l  Canyon Mine

Personnel Present During the Inspection:
Al len Chi lds -  Genwal Coal  Co.
Randall Ralphs - Genwal Coal Co.
Steve Demziak -  Utah Divis ion of  0 i1,  Gas and l ' l in ing (DOGl, l )
Gary Fr i tz -  0f f ice of  Surface l4 in ing, Albuquerque Field 0f f ice

(OSM-AF0),  No. 244

lrleather and Ground Conditions during the Inspection: Cloudy and warm with no
s ign  o f  p rec ip i ta t ion  w i th in  the  las t  24  hours .

ENFORCEMENT ACTION

This was a Ten-Day Notice (TDN) fo'l low-up inspection ordered by the Deputy
Director,  Operat ions and Technical  Services (DD-0TS),  f rom OSM's Headquarters
off ice in t lashington, D.C. That order came through, in part ,  as a response to
the State of Utah DOGl'l request for an informal review of the AFO decision of
inappropr iate f inding regarding an outstanding TDN issued for a v io lat ion
noted dur ing an ear l ier  oversight inspect ion of  the Crandal l  Canyon t l lne,  In
that let ter ,  the DD-OTS aff i rmed the AFO's inappropr iate f inding of  D0GM's
response to the TDN. In the TDN, No. 9l-02-246-002 violat ion no. I ,  the AFO
inspector not i f ied D0GM that Genwal Coal  Co. did not have a nining and
reclamat ion permit  to use the 1.3 mi le sect ion of  the access/hau1 road located
on the l, lanti La Sal National Forest, from the present mine permit boundary to
State Highway No. 31.

The f inding made
exc lus ive use of
D0GM mining and

by the DD-OTS concluded that Genwal Coal Co., through
the road, was responsible for including i t  in their cument

reclamation permit.

This fo l low-up inspect ion was to ver i fy the permit t ing status of  the road in
ques t ion  as  we l l  as  another  v io la t ion  lssued,  no .  2  o f  2  o f  tha t  TDN.  I  w i l l
address the second part  of  the TDN later in th is text  so there wi l l  be no
confusion between the two.

The determinat ion was made through this inspect ion that,  in fact ,  the operator
st i ' l ' l  has not permit ted the sect ion of  road noted in the TDN. I  d id that  by
asking the company representat ive,  Mr.  Chi lds,  i f  they have taken steps to
permit  or  begin to permit  the road. He said that  they have not in i t iated
anything, nor has i t  been permit ted.  I  a lso inspected the sect ion of  road
noted in the TDN. The D0GM representative that accompanied me on this
inspect ion decl ined to take enforcement act ion.  Therefore,  I  issued a Federal
Not ice  o f  V io la t ion ,  No.9 l -02-244-3  (TV- l ) ,  fo r  fa i lu re  to  permi t  the  sec t ion
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of road in quest ion.  This one-part  v io lat ion requires the operator to reclaim
that port ion of  road or permit  i t .  T ime per iods for complying with that
enforcement action are incorporated into the violation.

I was asked by company officials to modify some of the abatement requirements
on the violat ion.  I tem no. 4 of  th is v io lat ion required that the company
cease further construction or improvement of the access/haul road unti l
permitted in accordance with the'approved State program. They indicated that
they had a contract with the U.S. Fbrest Service to widen and pave this
section of road. In order to do that they were required to post additional
bond with the agency. They were a'lso committed as to when it could be done.
This v io lat ion would void that  agreement unt i l  the permit t ing act ion could be
implemented. I told l4r. Childs that I understood that they had a contract
that was threatened by this action but at this time, I would not modify the
violat ion,  but needed to discuss their  concerns in th is matter wi th the AFO
Field Office Director. Upon returning to the AF0, the FOD decided to mod]fy
the NOV to al low the widening and paving act iv i ty af ter  meet ing wi th the U.S.
Forest  Service.  I t  has s ince been modif ied,  ef fect ive June 28, 1991. Time
periods for complying with that enforcement action are incorporated into the
v io l  a t ion .

I  presented my credent ia ls to Mr.  Chi lds and discussed with him the procedures
for appeal ing the fact  of  v io lat ion and the penal ty thereof.

In  c los ing ,  I  shou ld  address  v io la t ion  no .  2  o f  2  o f  th is  TDN.  That
violat ion,  the fa i lure to prevent,  to the extent possible,  addi t ional
contributions of sediment to stream flow for the same section of road noted in
violat ion no. I  of  th is TDN. The D0Gl{ did not appeal  the AFO f inding of
inappropr iate for  th is v io lat ion.  That being the case, the area in v io lat ion
was reinspected on this inspect ion.  No problems were noted. The operator
installed sediment fence for one area of the road. Runoff on other portions
of the road wi l l  happen unt i l  i t  is  paved, permit ted,  or  reclaimed; but the
violat ion as noted on the in i t ia l  inspect ion when the TDN was no longer
occurri ng.

(GlF\Crandal.0 7/3/91 tdm)


